
ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

March 27, 2014 2 
 3 

TIME AND PLACE OF MEETING 4 
A regularly scheduled meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, March 27, 2014, at 7:00 p.m. at 80 East 5 
Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah.  6 
 7 

ROLL CALL 8 
Commissioners: Clint Ashmead, Kelly Liddiard, Colin Logue, Cory Thompson, Andy Costin, Ann Brough 9 
Absent: Kevin Hansbrow, David Clark 10 

 Others: Shay Stark, Aqua Planner 11 
  Marissa Bassir, Planning Commission Coordinator 12 
  Mayor Hal Shelley, Public: Paul and Joanne Crook 13 
   14 
OPENING ITEMS 15 

Kelly Liddiard, Chair, welcomed at 7:00 PM.  Opening remarks were said by Ann Brough, followed by the pledge of allegiance. 16 
 17 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 18 

No changes were made to the agenda.  19 
 20 

CROOK CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT - CHICKENS 21 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair indicated that the Crook’s would like to keep six chickens.  He asked if anyone from the City had checked out the 22 
property. 23 
Marissa Bassir, Planning Coordinator indicated the code enforcement officer had checked out the property to make sure the distances 24 
were somewhat correct. 25 
Colin Logue, PC asked if the Crook’s had talked with all the neighbors listed with the application. 26 
Joanne Crook, applicant replied that she did talk to the neighbors, but not Glory O’hare.  She indicated the Weaklys, Hudsons and the 27 
Watsons and they were fine with the chickens. 28 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair abstained from voting because he owns the property the Hudson’s live on.  He also indicated there were chickens 29 
before. 30 
 31 
CORY THOMPSON MOTIONED AND CLINT ASHMEAD SECONDED TO APPROVE THE CONDITIONAL USE 32 
PERMIT FOR SIX CHICKENS BY PAUL AND JOANNE CROOK LOCATED AT 144 S ASTOR LANE IN ELK RIDGE, 33 
UTAH AS IT IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH ELK RIDGE CITY CODE.  VOTE: YES – ALL (5), NO – NONE, ABSENT (2) 34 
KEVIN HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK, ABSTAINED: KELLY LIDDIARD 35 

 36 
PETITION FOR EXCEPTION - DALLAN BOOTHE 37 

Colin Logue, PC commented that he lived on O’Campo Lane and the property that is being petitioned for an exception is the only vacant 38 
lot on O’Campo Lane.  O’Campo Lane and Park Drive are parallel with the property in between the streets.  The Boothe’s would like to 39 
have the front of their home to face Park Drive, instead of O’Campo Lane.  Most of the houses on O’Campo face O’Campo Lane, which 40 
is a cul-de-sac.  The Boothe’s backyard would then face O’Campo Lane, with the front facing Park Drive.  They would like their 41 
backyard facing a quieter street and have the view of the valley from the backyard.  It is a vacant lot currently and are looking at 42 
building a home soon. 43 
Dale Bigler, City Council, indicated there is a home facing Park Drive a few doors down. 44 
Colin Logue, PC said that the Ball’s home already faces Park Drive with the backyard facing O’Campo Lane. 45 
Cory Thompson, PC clarified that the Boothe’s just want to build the home in reverse orientation, instead of facing the cul-de-sac and 46 
face Park Drive. 47 
Further discussion took place regarding the opinions of the planning commission members with keeping children contained with a fence 48 
and the quieter street.  They would like to see the lot improved so it isn’t used for dumping anymore.  The current address is located on 49 
O’Campo Lane so another address would have to be issued if they were to face Park Drive.  Another issue would be that the backyard 50 
would need to be landscaped in a timely manner so it looks nice on O’Campo, as well.  51 
Shay Stark, City Planner stated that Park Drive isn’t a really busy street.  There are a lot of homes that face Park Drive.  The applicant 52 
had proposed a circular driveway facing Park Drive, but the problem is there are transformers for electrical and phone in the easement in 53 
front on Park Drive.  The driveway would not work with the placement of the utility boxes.  Mr. Stark didn’t know if the owners had 54 
considered that at all, but it would be a considerable expense for those utility boxes to be moved. 55 
There are two large utility boxes located on the adjacent property that had the city council questioning whether it would obstruct the line 56 
of sight when pulling out of the driveway.   57 
Councilman Dale Bigler would like to see the City clean up the right-of-way on the corner of Park Drive and Canyon View Drive.  58 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair asked where the utilities, such as sewer and water would be serviced from. 59 
Shay Stark, City Planner replied that they would have to gain service from O'Campo. 60 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair insisted that the address be changed from O'campo Lane to Park Drive if they face Park Drive. 61 
There was a question that if they fixed the address and the utility box issues, would the exception be approved.   62 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair indicated that if there was already an existing home that faces Park Drive from O'campo, then it would be difficult 63 
to deny the petition. 64 
 65 
 66 
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CORY THOMPSON MOTIONED AND KELLY LIDDIARD SECONDED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION 67 
CONDITIONALLY APPROVE THE BOOTHE DWELLING ACCESS EXCEPTION WITH THE FOLLOWING THREE 68 
CONDITIONS: 69 
 1.  ADDRESS OF HOME CHANGED TO PARK DRIVE. 70 
 2.  REDESIGN DRIVEWAY OR  MOVE UTILITIES BOXES DUE TO UTILITIES BLOCKING  71 
      ACCESS TO DRIVEWAY 72 
 3.  LANDSCAPE BOTH FRONT AND BACK YARDS. 73 
VOTE: YES - ALL (5), NO - NONE, ABSENT (2) KEVIN HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK   74 

 75 
HASKELL GOLF COURSE FINAL PLAT 76 

Shay Stark, City Planner explained that with the new approval process, all the issues are taken care of before the final decision is made 77 
by city council.  Mr. Haskell is getting the water rights resolved and is in the process.  The development agreement is being reviewed by 78 
the City Attorney.  The amount for bonding has been approved so as soon as he receives final approval, he can get the bonding in place.  79 
The will serve letters are in place. The temporary turnaround easements have been prepared, as well as the documentation for the City’s 80 
properties that will be used for the road.  Everything is ready for final approval and everything has been addressed.   81 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair questioned the steep hill on the back of lots 4 and 5 and wondered if there was going to be any erosion control.  It 82 
was a question at TRC (Technical Review Committee). 83 
Shay Stark, City Planner said it was discussed that there would be a berm and also direct the drainage to the detention basin by the 84 
public works building.  The drainage issues have been protected.  There is also some standard erosion control that will occur with 85 
construction, which is in the erosion control plan.  The owners could ultimately end up building it up and installing a retaining wall. 86 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair asked about the fire hydrant that is located half way up the hill going from Goosenest Drive.  The water/fire 87 
hydrant line was installed by others. 88 
Shay Stark, City Planner indicated that the new fire hydrant was installed for Ryan Johnson’s home located just west of the public works 89 
building.  He was required to install the new fire hydrant because of the distance from another fire hydrant and the length of his future 90 
driveway. 91 
 92 
COLIN LOGUE MOTIONED AND ANDY COSTIN SECONDED TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY 93 
COUNCIL OF THE HASKELL GOLF COURSE SUBDIVISION FINAL APPROVAL PLAT MAP.  VOTE: YES – ALL (6), 94 
NO – NONE, ABSENT – (2) KEVIN HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK    95 

 96 
HANSEN ANNEXATION DISCUSSION 97 

Shay Stark, City Planner explained that Gary and Lorri Hansen have property down on 11200 and Loafer Canyon Road and they are 98 
anxious to develop the property, which is located in the county, outside Elk Ridge City.  Several years ago, Hansens tried to annex into 99 
Elk Ridge City, but were denied because of the County Surveyor’s recommendation.  They have been trying to work out the issues with 100 
the Utah County and actually rezoned the property with Utah County so they could develop, but the county would still like them to 101 
annex into Elk Ridge.  Utah County if favorable to have the Hansen property annexed into Elk Ridge City.  The Utah state law has 102 
changed where the city is able to annex by resolution, instead of annexing by petition.  The option to annex by resolution means that the 103 
city can annex a portion of an island, an area of county property that is surrounded by the city boundaries.  Utah County has 104 
recommended including 11200 in the annexation because it is currently not in Salem City limits.  The county will continue to own it and 105 
maintain it because it is a regional corridor.  They just want the road within a city’s boundaries so there isn’t odd pieces of county 106 
property.  There are three parcels to the south of the Hansen property that is owned by Mr. Wendell Hansen (no relation) that the City 107 
would like to see annexed into the city at the same time.  It is part of the City’s annexation plan and would be helpful to annex because 108 
the City is already maintaining all of Loafer Canyon Road where the property is located.  Loafer Canyon Road will be annexed and Mr. 109 
Wendell Hansen was also willing to participate in the annexation.   110 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair asked if the City currently maintains Loafer Canyon Road.  [The City plows the road when snowy conditions.]   He 111 
also asked if there were utilities down there in the road. [Mayor Shelley indicated that the sewer would go in Loafer Canyon Road to tie 112 
into 11200.] 113 
Shay Stark, City Planner indicated that the home for sell with the 2 acres is located on Gary Hansen’s property and is in the County.  Mr. 114 
Hansen would like to subdivide the rest of the property so he can sell it.  The City currently provides water to the home. 115 
Ann Brough, PC asked what the benefit would be for the County to maintain 11200 if it is city owned. 116 
Shay Stark, City Planner responded that the county doesn’t have a choice, but to maintain it because it is a regional corridor and the road 117 
has big plans.  It could be turned over to UDOT because they defined it as a regional corridor, but it falls back on the county. 118 
Further discussion took place regarding the regional plans for 11200, as well as the water requirements for annexation.  The discussion 119 
was just informational at the current point.  An application has been submitted and a resolution will be written and approved by the city 120 
council.  If the resolution is approved, then it will go into the public notice period and public hearing.  All issues need to be reviewed 121 
and brought into the annexation agreement.  Annexation by resolution is a much quicker process than the petition to annex. 122 
Colin Logue, PC asked if there is any negative impact for the City if the annexation was approved. 123 
Mayor Shelley stated that the City currently serves Gary Hansen’s home.  The developer would have to pay for any improvements that 124 
would be installed for the subdivision.  So the initial improvement would be the developer’s responsibility, but the maintenance would 125 
be the City’s responsibility.  Property tax derived from the development will affect the city. 126 
Clint Ashmead, PC, stated that if the City didn’t approve the annexation, then it will restrict the property owners from subdividing the 127 
property and developing it and isn’t good for them.  It doesn’t allow the City to expand the boundaries for extra revenues.  Providing 128 
services is what the City will need to provide in return. 129 
Shay Stark, City Planner indicated that the reality with residential development is that the costs are covered out of the property taxes, 130 
which most goes to the school district so the city doesn’t receive much back.  The City isn’t left with much if there isn’t a commercial 131 
base.  The impact fees help cover the development, but there just isn’t any revenue.   132 
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Mayor Shelley indicated that if Wendell Hansen doesn’t develop that property, then the property would retain the agricultural status and 133 
the tax structure wouldn’t change so there wouldn’t be a benefit for the City.  There would be a little property tax if it was in the city 134 
boundaries, but the City wouldn’t have to provide any services either. 135 
Dale Bigler, City Council asked if the City would gain the mileage of 11200 for a benefit. 136 
Shay Stark, City Planner responded that the City provides an overall number of all the mileage of the streets within the City and goes 137 
toward the taxing.  Mr. Stark needs to look into the issue to know if the City will receive additional taxes from the annexation of 11200. 138 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair asked if the City will be in control of the new improvements that will be going onto 11200 or if the County will be 139 
in control. 140 
Shay Stark, City Planner replied that the county will maintain control of it because the county owns the road, not the city.  The developer 141 
will have to obtain permits from the county to gain access to the road.  Any easement of the city will become tax exempt.  When the 142 
county wants to make improvements to 11200, they will have to seek approval from the city. 143 
Dale Bigler, City Council indicated that the road from Salem to Benjamin for access to I-15 was approved. 144 

 145 
STREET LIGHTING TRAINING (CORY THOMPSON) 146 

Cory Thompson, PC read the code for street lighting.  “Street lighting is required on major thoroughfares, in public parks and trail 147 
system.” 148 
Colin Logue, PC asked if Elk Ridge Drive and Park Drive is major thoroughfares. 149 
Shay Stark, City Planner responded that Elk Ridge Drive is definitely a major thoroughfare. 150 
Cory Thompson, PC explained that the City has an advantage with all the building happening to add some additional controls over the 151 
street lighting.  In his previous position with another city, he said that there could be esthetic zoning control over the type of lights.  152 
There is a wide variety of lights.  Current code doesn’t explain where lights have to be and what they look like, how they have to shine, 153 
what color spectrum.  The City needs more explanation in the code. 154 
Shay Stark, City Planner indicated that the types of lights are covered within the construction standard details.  A follow-up with SESD 155 
provided more information on costs.  SESD hasn't done a lot of light maintenance.  Mr. Stark showed the construction standards and 156 
there are some of those lights located along the trails.  The design in the standards are still available and cost $2700 per light and with 157 
LED it would cost $300 more per light ($3000 per light).  LED is more cost efficient and last longer.  There is an advantage with the 158 
power usage.  An agreement can be written with SESD where the City would pay a monthly flat rate for each light and they would 159 
maintain the lights.  Rocky Mountain Power does something like that and it is typically $25 per month.  So that could add up to be a lot 160 
of money for very few lights.  Santaquin has a deal with SESD where they have set up boxes and meters and Santaquin pays a monthly 161 
account.  The LED light maintenance will be mostly vandalism.  There is a fixed fee for each meter so having less is beneficial 162 
financially.  If the lighting is limited to the major corridors, such as Elk Ridge Drive, the Roundabout, and parks, there is a power service 163 
and one meter.  Mr. Stark thinks it is a reasonable cost.   164 
Design of the lights and cost was further discussed among the planning commission and planner.  The planning commission directed the 165 
planner to present to the city council and have them determine how the city would like to proceed with street lighting and determine 166 
whether or not it is in the budget for installation and a monthly usage fee. 167 

   168 
MARCH 13, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 169 

There were not any corrections to the minutes. 170 
 171 
COLIN LOGUE MOTIONED AND ANN BROUGH SECONDED TO ACCEPT THE MARCH 13, 2014 PLANNING 172 
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES AS WRITTEN.  VOTE: YES - ALL (6), NO - NONE, ABSENT - (2) KEVIN 173 
HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK 174 
 175 

CITY COUNCIL UPDATE 176 
There was not a council member present for an update. 177 
 178 
 179 

OTHER BUSINESS 180 
 Mr. Kelly Liddiard has the next training on April 24 on Planning Commission By-laws. 181 

The next planning commission meeting for April 10 has been cancelled due to Spring Break and a lack of agenda items. 182 
  183 

 184 
ADJOURNMENT – Co-Chair, David Clark, adjourned the meeting at 8:34 p.m. 185 

 186 
 187 

  ____________________________________________ 188 
         Planning Commission Coordinator 189 


